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Opi nion by Rogers, Adm nistrative Trademark Judge:

Kimmel & Silverman, P.C. (applicant) has applied to
regi ster LEMONLAWCOM in typed formas a mark for "l egal
services" in Cass 42. The application clains first use
and first use in comerce of the proposed mark as of
Decenber 1995; and registration on the Principal Register

i s sought, follow ng amendment, under Section 2(f) of the

! Bradl ey Cook issued the initial office action on the
application. Andrew Lawence is the current managi ng attorney
for Law Ofice 108.
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Trademark Act, 15 U.S.C. § 1052(f), on applicant's claim
t hat LEMONLAW COM has acquired the distinctiveness of a
mar k.

The original examning attorney refused registration
of the proposed mark on the ground that it is descriptive
of the subject matter of applicant's |egal services. See
Trademar k Act Section 2(e)(1), 15 U.S.C. § 1052(e)(1).
Appl i cant responded by anending the application to seek
regi stration under Section 2(f). A supporting declaration
by applicant's managi ng partner attests to "at l|east five
years" of "substantially exclusive and continuous use in
comerce" of the proposed mark and to the declarant's not
bei ng aware of any ot her uses of LEMONLAW COM to descri be
rel ated goods or services.

The second exam ning attorney then refused
registration on the ground that the proposed mark is so
hi ghly descriptive that a claimof five years of
substantially exclusive and continuous use is insufficient
evi dence of acquired distinctiveness. |In addition, this
exam ning attorney al so refused registration under Sections
1, 2, 3 and 45 of the Trademark Act, 15 U.S.C. 88 1051,
1052, 1053 and 1127, on the ground that the proposed mark
is only used by applicant in the informational designation

wwwv. | enonl aw. comp which is nerely an address or donai n nane
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and is not used to identify and distinguish applicant's
services fromsimlar services of others.

Appl i cant then argued agai nst the requirenent for
addi tional evidence of acquired distinctiveness, noting
that its declaration should be accorded greater wei ght by
the exam ning attorney, in view of the absence fromthe
record of any evidence denonstrating use "in dictionaries,
by conpetitors, or by the public" of the precise term
proposed for registration, i.e., LEMONLAWCOM 1In
addi tion, applicant argued that, notwithstanding that its
proposed mark provides "contact information," such
"sl ogans" have been recogni zed as nmarks. The exam ni ng
attorney was not persuaded by the argunents and issued a
final refusal on the ground that the proposed mark, as
used, is nerely informational (i.e., is nerely a website
address); and on the ground that the proposed mark is
hi ghly descriptive (i.e., a "lenon |aw' practice is a type

of law practice and the ".cont appended thereto is

equi valent to "Co." or "Inc." and non-distinctive?) and

2 The final refusal included a passing reference to "lenon | aw'
as "anot her generic nane for products liability law, " but did not
set out a genericness refusal. |In fact, this reference was
followed by the statenment "applicant uses the termin a
descriptive nmanner itself in describing its organization as 'The
Nation's Largest Lenon Law Firm"'"
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applicant's evidence of acquired distinctiveness is
insufficient to overcone this refusal
At this point in the prosecution of the application,
the record included: applicant's specinmen of use (a
newspaper advertisenent); applicant's declaration regarding
the purported acquired distinctiveness of LEMONLAW COM
ei ght excerpts fromarticles retrieved fromthe NEXI S
dat abase, which the initial exam ning attorney introduced
to establish that "lenon aw' is a practice specialty for
| awyers; and a definition of ".conf as a "top-I|eve
I nternet domai n used nostly by businesses in the U S. and
Canada ...[and] the first commercial domain nane.."?
Appl i cant responded to the final action by filing an
appeal to this Board and by requesting reconsideration by
the examning attorney. The latter included subm ssion of
an anendnent to the claimof acquired distinctiveness to
rely on, in addition to the previously submtted
decl aration, applicant's ownership of a registration for

the mark 1-800-LEMON LAW also for |egal services; and

subm ssion of reprints of web pages accessi bl e at

® W take judicial notice of the followi ng definition of TLD
“(Top- Level - Donai n) The hi ghest |evel domain category in the

I nternet dommin naming system There are two types: the generic
top-1evel dommins, such as .com .org, and .net, and the country
codes, such as .ca, .uk and .jp.” McGaw Hi |l Conputer Desktop
Encycl opedia 977 (9th ed. 2001) (enphasis added).
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applicant's web site ww. | enonl aw. com which are asserted

to show that LEMONLAW COM i s used on those pages not in
nmerely an informational manner but rather as a mark. The
appeal was stayed so that the exam ning attorney could
consi der the request for reconsideration.

I n denying the request for reconsideration, the
exam ning attorney asserted that applicant could not
properly rely on its ownership of a registration for the
mar k 1-800- LEMON LAW for |egal services to establish
acquired distinctiveness in LEMONLAW COM for such services,
because the two designations are different. |In addition,
the examning attorney quite clearly argued that the term
"l enon aw' is not nerely descriptive for applicant's |egal
services but is in fact generic, and therefore not
regi strabl e under Section 2(f) or on the Suppl enental
Regi ster. The addition of ".com' does not alter this
result, according to the exam ning attorney, for all it
indicates is that applicant is a comercial entity and the
".cont will only be perceived by consuners as part of an
I nternet address rather than as an indicator of source. 1In
support of his assertion that the term"lenmon |law' is
generic, the examning attorney introduced a definition of

the termfromBlack's Law Dictionary, reprints of pages

from nunmerous web sites providing information on |enon | aw
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statutes in the various states, and reprints of pages from
nunmerous web sites of law firnms that practice in the | enon
law field.

As to applicant's argunents agai nst the refusal under
Sections 1, 2, 3 and 45, and applicant's subm ssion with
its request for reconsideration of reprints of pages from
applicant's web site, the exam ning attorney asserted that
"on the specinens of record"” applicant only uses
LEMONLAW COM as part of its web site address

wwwv. | enonl aw. com and that the reprints submtted with the

request for reconsideration have not "formally been

i ntroduced" and "cannot be considered.” In further

expl anation, the exam ning attorney noted that applicant
woul d have to provide a declaration or affidavit, to
support use of the web pages as speci nens show ng use of
the proposed mark "at | east as early as" the filing date of
t he application.

Because the request for reconsideration was denied,
the Board resuned the appeal and reset applicant's tine for
filing a brief. Applicant filed its brief and the
exam ning attorney filed a responsive brief. Applicant did
not request an oral hearing.

We consider first the refusal of registration under

Sections 1, 2, 3 and 45 of the Trademark Act on the ground
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that the specinens of use do not show LEMONLAW COM as a
mark but only as an el enent of what woul d be perceived as
informational matter, i.e., a listing of applicant's

www. | enonl aw. com web site address. W agree with the

exam ning attorney that the original specinens filed with
this use-based application do not show use of LEMONLAW COM
per se. The specinens, reprints of what appear to be a
newspaper advertisenent, only show that term enbedded in
applicant's web site address, in snmaller type than nuch of
the copy in the ad, below applicant's phone nunber and
above its mailing address. Under these circunstances, we

agree wth the examning attorney's conclusion that In re

Ei | berg, 49 USPQd 1955 (TTAB 1999), is controlling.*?
Applicant attenpted to nmake additional specinens of
record to overcone this refusal, but did not properly
introduce theminto the record. The exam ning attorney
clearly explained this in the office action denying
applicant's request for reconsideration, so that applicant
coul d have requested suspension of the appeal to submt the
necessary affidavit or declaration. However, applicant

failed to make such a request, explicitly, inmplicitly,

* As applicant and the exam ning attorney have discussed the
decision at length, there is no need for us to recap its facts or
rulings of law. Suffice it to say that we agree with the

exam ning attorney's view of the applicability of the decision to
t he case at hand.
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directly or indirectly. Accordingly, we agree with the
exam ning attorney that the substitute speci nens were not
properly made of record and we have not considered them

In short, we affirmthe refusal of registration under
Sections 1, 2, 3 and 45 of the Trademark Act. W now turn
to the refusal of registration under Section 2(e)(1) and
applicant's attenpt to overconme that refusal by show ng
acquired distinctiveness under Section 2(f).

By amending its application to seek registration under
Section 2(f), applicant conceded that LEMONLAW COM per se
is not inherently distinctive. See discussion in Section
1212. 02(b) of the Trademark Manual of Exam ni ng Procedure
(TMEP) (4th ed. 2005). Further, applicant expressly
conceded in its request for reconsideration that at | east
the term"lenon | aw' is descriptive.

The office actions and responses preceding the filing
of applicant's request for reconsideration focused on
whet her the term"lenon | aw' is descriptive, the
significance of the addition of ".com to create
LEMONLAW COM and whet her applicant had overcone the
refusal under Section 2(e)(1l) by successfully show ng
acquired distinctiveness. 1In the examning attorney's
deni al of the request for reconsideration, however, and

subsequently in the briefs, much discussion was focused on
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whet her the term"lenon |aw' is generic, rather than nerely
descriptive, and the significance of the addition of ".cont
to create LEMONLAW COM

Appl i cant could have argued that it was premature for
the examning attorney to nake final a refusal under
Section 2(e)(1) on genericness grounds when the exam ni ng
attorney denied the request for reconsideration,
notw t hstandi ng that a refusal under Section 2(e)(1) has
been mai nt ai ned t hroughout prosecution, because appli cant
had not previously had an opportunity to argue the question
of genericness. See TMEP Section 714.03 (4th ed. 2005).
However, because applicant did not object to the action
denying the request for reconsideration being nmade final,
and because both applicant and the exam ning attorney have
addressed the genericness refusal in their briefs, we
consi der the issue ripe for decision.® Thus, the
substantive questions relative to the final refusal under
Section 2(e)(1) are whether LEMONLAW COM i s properly
refused as generic or is nerely descriptive, and if it is
the latter, whether applicant has submtted sufficient
evi dence of acquired distinctiveness to allow for

registration

®> The exami ning attorney essentially has taken the position that
genericness is the ultimate form of descriptiveness.
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We have already referenced, in general terns, the
evi dence of record bearing on the refusal under Section
2(e)(1). As we have already referenced the dictionary
definition of ".com' submtted by the exam ning attorney,
and taken judicial notice of a definition of "TLD" that
explains that ".conf is one of the generic TLDs, bel ow we
exam ne nore closely the evidence relevant to the
n6

significance of the term"lenon | aw.

Black's Law Dictionary (7th ed. 1999), at 912,

contains the followng definition of "lenon law': "1. A
statute designed to protect a consuner who buys a

subst andard autonobil e, usu. by requiring the manufacturer
or dealer either to replace the vehicle or to refund the
full purchase price. « Alnost all states have lenmon laws in
effect.”

The Nexis excerpts nmade of record by the exam ning
attorney include articles dated August 13, 2000, October 4,
2000, March 4, 2001 and June 29, 2001, all from The Plain
Deal er. These discuss how the state of Chio's |enon | aw
wor ks and, in one instance, an Chio Supreme Court ruling on

the law. (One article reports, "If the automaker does not

® I'n considering applicant's proposed mark, "the Board may wei gh
t he individual conponents” in preparation for considering it as a
whol e. In re Oppedahl & Larson LLP, 373 F.3d 1171, 71 USPQd
1370 (Fed. Cir. 2004).

10



Ser No. 76233689

have a state-approved program the only way to enforce the
lemon law is to get a lawer and file suit.") Each of the
articles includes comments fromlawers who are said to
concentrate on or to often handle | enon-Iaw cases, such
attorneys bei ng based, respectively in O evel and, Akron and

Dayton. A May 23, 2000 article fromthe Pittsburgh Post-

Gazette reports "There are attorneys who specialize in
Lenon Law cases and represent you for free. ...Lenon Law
| awers only take your case if they consider your car to be

atrue lenon.” The May 22, 2000 New Jersey Law Journa

reports on the "Lenon Law defense" bar, states that "Lenon
Law is a type of work lawers may turn to" if other aspects
of their practice are slow, and notes that "many of the

Lenon Law [defense] practitioners also do product liability

defense.” A Novenber 30, 1999 article in The Tanpa Tri bune

on fl ood-damaged vehicles includes a quote froma
"Ri chnond, Va., lawer and | enon-law expert.” Finally, the

Cct ober 1999 issue of Consuner Reports details sources of

information on | enon |aws and how to obtain "referrals to
| awyers who specialize in | enon-1aw cases.”

Web pages retrieved fromthe Internet by the exam ning
attorney include a web site with "links to lenon |aw firns
across the nation and national |enon | aw | awer

directories” (ww.krowenl aw.conflawfirms.htm); a web site

11



Ser No. 76233689

Wi th Lenmon Law Sunmaries and |links to individual state

Lenon Law Statutes (www. carlenon.con); and a web site that
clainms to be "one of the ol dest and nobst trusted Lenon Law
information site[s] on the Internet with conpl ete coverage
of all Lenmon Law Statutes in all 50 states and the District
of Col unmbi a" (autopedi a.com htm /HotLinks_Lenon. htm ), and
which includes in its state by state |inks "Lenon Law

" The web site

Attorney Directories"”
www. | enonl awanerica.comoffers visitors "a | enon | aw case
review fromone of our lenon |aw attorneys.” The web site
of the firmof Krohn & Mdss (www. yourl enonl awi ghts.com is
titled as "Your Source for Lenon Law Information and Hel p"
and asserts that it "has experienced | enon | aw attorneys”
in ten states; and there are reprints froma web site of a
North Carolina firm (ww. ncl enonl aw. com) whi ch provi des
access to "A listing of Lenon Law firns in other states.."8
When a proposed mark is refused registration as

generic, the exam ning attorney has the burden of proving

genericness by "clear evidence" thereof. See Inre Merrill

Lynch, Pierce, Fenner & Smith, Inc., 828 F.2d 1567, 4

UsP2d 1141, 1143 (Fed. Cir. 1987); see also Inre Gould

" This web site al so uses the phrasing "Many Lenon Law attorneys
will." and "The Lenon Law attorney can..."

8 There are a handful of other itens in the record, but those
that we have di scussed above are the nobst pertinent.

12
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Paper Corp., 834 F.2d 1017, 5 USPQ@2d 1110, 1111 (Fed. Cr

1987). The critical issue is to determ ne whether the
record shows that nenbers of the relevant public primarily
use or understand the term sought to be registered to refer
to the category or class of goods or services in question.

H. Marvin Gnn Corp. v. International Ass’'n of Fire Chiefs,

Inc., 782 F.2d 987, 228 USPQ 528, 530 (Fed. Gr. 1986); In

re Wonen's Publishing Co. Inc., 23 USPQ2d 1876, 1877 (TTAB

1992). Making this determ nation “invol ves a two-step
inquiry: First, what is the genus of goods or services at
i ssue? Second, is the termsought to be registered ..
understood by the relevant public primarily to refer to

t hat genus of goods or services?” Gnn, supra, 228 USPQ at
530. Evidence of the public’s understanding of a term may
be obtained fromany conpetent source, including testinony,
surveys, dictionaries, trade journals, newspapers and ot her
publications. See Merrill Lynch, supra, 4 USPQ2d at 1143

(Fed. Cir. 1987), and In re Northland Al um num Products,

Inc., 777 F.2d 1556, 227 USPQ 961, 963 (Fed. Cr. 1985).
As for the class of services involved in this appeal,

the exam ning attorney essentially contends that it is a

| egal specialty, i.e., the lenon law field, within the

broader | egal specialty of products liability. Applicant

essentially contends that the class of services is "not a

13
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"field of law,' but the rendering of |egal services."
(Brief, p. 5). Both assessnments mss the mark a bit. The
exam ning attorney has focused too nuch on the proposed
mark and on what the record shows to be a specialty of
applicant's law practice, and has | ost sight of the
identification of services. Applicant, on the other hand,
draws an artificial distinction when it distinguishes a
"field of aw' fromthe rendering of |egal services.
Appl i cant does not actually contest the exam ning
attorney's focus on a particular field of |egal services,
rather than | egal services generally, as can be seen from
its brief, wherein it states that the "rel evant class here
is the rendering of |egal services to consuners in the
field of products liability.” Brief, p. 5 (enphasis
added). Applicant does, however, appear to be arguing that
there is a distinction between a field of lawin the
abstract and rendering of services in that field,® because
it has concluded that even if "lenon law' is the nane of a
field of law, it is not a nane for the rendering of | egal
servi ces and cannot therefore be generic for applicant's

identified services.

° W find the distinction artificial, for it contenplates that
fields of law may be identified by marks as readily as by generic
or descriptive terns, and there is nothing in the record to
indicate that fields of |law are distinguished in this way.

14
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In this case, we find the identification of services
in the involved application, i.e., "legal services," to
aptly set forth the relevant class or genus of services.
Legal services can include, as the record reveals,
providing | egal information, providing |egal
representation, or providing referrals to others who may
provi de | egal representation.

The next question is: who are the nenbers of the
rel evant public for such services, and what will they
under stand when confronted with LEMONLAW COM? We concl ude
that nenbers of the relevant public include | awers who may
be seeking legal information or who nmay be seeking ot her
| awers to whomthey may refer clients. The rel evant
public also includes |aypersons that nmay be seeking | egal
information, |egal representation, or referrals.

We find the record sufficient to establish that
| awyers and | aypersons ali ke considering the term"I| enon
law' in conjunction with the class or genus "l egal
services" wll imediately consider it to be the nane of a
field of law as well as a legal practice specialty. In
this sense, the term"”lenon |law' is generic both for the
field and the practice specialty. Thus, we disagree with
applicant's contention that "lenon law' is nerely

descriptive but not generic. The term does not nerely

15
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describe an attribute, feature or characteristic of a field
of |aw and practice specialty. Instead, it nanmes the field
and specialty. Moreover, the evidence of record reveal s
that both those in this field of |aw and nenbers of the
public who may be in need of |egal services when they have
a "lermon,” would be famliar with, and have used, "lenobn

| aw' as the nane of the field and practice specialty.

The fact that there nmay be many other fields of |aw
and | egal practice specialties within the broader class or
genus known as "l egal services" does not nake the term
"l enron | aw' any |l ess generic. |In other words, nerely
because, for exanple, |egal services could al so enconpass
services in the field or practice specialty of crimnal
law, and "lenmon | aw' would not be a generic termfor that
field or specialty, does not render the term non-generic
for the practice of |lenon |aw, or providing information or

referrals in that field. 1n re CyberFinancial.Net, Inc.,

65 USPQ2d 1789, 1791 (TTAB 2002).
Appl i cant argues that LEMONLAWCOM is a slogan and, in
that respect, simlar to 1-8838-MA-T-R-E-S-S, the

designation at issue inIn re Dial-A Mttress Operating

Corp., 240 F.3d 1341, 57 UsPQ@d 1807 (Fed. Cir. 2001).
Essentially, applicant contends that the addition of the

".con TLD to the generic termlenon | aw should result in a

16
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mark regi strable on the Principal Register, just as the
addition of "1-888" to "matress" resulted in a non-generic
mark for the applicant in D al-A Mattress. W, however,
find the case at hand distinguishable fromDi al - A-Mattress,
for reasons largely articulated by the Board in

CyberFinancial.Net, and In re Martin Container, Inc., 65

USPQ2d 1058 (TTAB 2002). See also In re Eddie Z's Blinds

and Drapery Inc., 74 USPQ2d 1037 (TTAB 2005).

First, it has been held that conpound words may be
refused as generic when definitions of the individual terns
that are joined to create the conpound show that such terns
are generic. Gould, supra, 5 USPQ@d at 1110.!° |n Dial-A
Mattress, the Federal Circuit noted that "' (888)' is not a
word"” and that 1-888-MA-T-R-E-S-S is conceptually cl oser
to a phrase than a conpound word, so that the Goul d-type
evi dence would not be sufficient. D al-A Mattress, 57
USPQ2d at 1811. Generic terns coupled with a TLD, on the
ot her hand, are considered conpound words. See
Cyber Fi nanci al . Net and Martin Container, supra. |In this
case, therefore, we have a conpound fornmed by joining the

generic term"lenon | aw' and the generic TLD ".com ™ Thus,

0 Thus, in such cases, it is not critical that the evidence only
shows the el enments of the conmpound, rather than the conpound
itself, to be generic.

17
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under Gould, the exam ning attorney may carry his burden of
proving, by clear evidence, the genericness of LEMONLAW COM

by introduci ng, as he has, evidence of the genericness of

"l enon | aw' and ".com
As the Board noted in its recent decision in the Eddie
Z's case, we are cognizant of the Federal Circuit's ruling

inln re Oppedahl & Larson LLP, 373 F.3d 1171, 71 USPQd

1370 (Fed. G r. 2004). Oppedahl cautions that while the

"addition of a TLD such as '.coml or '.org" to an otherw se

unregi strable mark will typically not add any source-

identifying significance,"” this "is not a bright-Iline, per
se rule" and that "exceptional circunstances" mght yield a
different result. 1d. at 71 USPQ2d 1374. As the Board
also noted in Eddie Z's, it does not view Qppedahl as
creating a per se rule that addition of a TLD to an

unregi strable termalways results in at | east a potenti al
mark, i.e., a non-generic conpound and, instead, views the
Oppedahl decision as | eaving the door open for registration
of conbinations of unregistrable terns and TLDs in the
exceptional circunmstances whereby the conbination results
in a whole greater than the sumof its parts. Eddie Z's,
74 USPQR2d at 1042. As in Eddie Z's, we do not find the

conbi nati on now before us to present such exceptiona

ci rcunst ances.

18
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The Board al so explained in Eddie Z' s anot her reason
why the conbination of a generic termwith a TLD i s not
i ke the coupling of tel ephone nunbers and words that may
ot herwi se be unregistrable, as in D al-A Mttress.
Specifically, the Board noted that Dial-A Mattress invol ved
a TMmenoni c representing a uni que tel ephone nunber whereas
t he conbi nation of a generic termand a TLD can be
i ncorporated into other domain nanmes. Eddie Z's, 74 USPQRd
at 1042. Any provider of lenon | aw | egal services should
be free to incorporate the generic conmpound termin its
domain nane without fear of violating the |laws protecting
trademar ks. CyberFi nanci al . Net, 65 USPQ2d at 1793.

One last point to be considered is that applicant's
identification, "legal services," does not state that
applicant is utilizing the Internet in rendering its
services (e.g., in providing lenon |aw information or |enon
law referrals), but the record is clear that applicant
actually does utilize the Internet to pronote the
availability of its services. Thus, the fact that
applicant does not nention the Internet inits
identification does not prevent LEMONLAW COM from bei ng
held generic. See Martin Container, 65 USPQ2d at 1062.

Wil e we have found applicant's proposed mark to be

generic, we now will assune that it is in fact only

19
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descriptive and address the question whether applicant has
made sufficient evidence of record to show acquired

di stinctiveness. !

Wi |l e applicant stressed two pieces of
evi dence of distinctiveness in responding to the exam ning
attorney's office actions, specifically, the declaration of
applicant's managi ng partner and applicant's ownership of a
registration for 1-800-LEMON LAW in its brief it has only
argued that the prior registration establishes
di stinctiveness. W, however, have considered both itens.
In Dial-A Mattress, the Federal Circuit considered a
declaration of that applicant's counsel, attesting to
nati onal advertising of a previously registered menonic
mark and recei pt of one mllion custoner calls over a
period of 16 nonths via various tel ephone nunbers presented
as mmenoni cs. The decl aration, however, was held
i nsufficient evidence of acquired distinctiveness because
it did not offer direct evidence that custonmers associ ated
the proposed mark with applicant. D al-A Mattress, 57
USPQR2d at 1813. However, the prior registration of a

menoni ¢ mark which the Federal Crcuit found to be the

| egal equival ent of the mark proposed for registration was

1 Descriptive "TLD marks may obtain registration upon a show ng
of distinctiveness." Qppedahl, 71 USPQ@d at 1373.

20
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found to establish a prima facie case of acquired
di stinctiveness. Id.

In the instant case, we do not find the declaration of
the applicant's managi ng partner sufficient evidence of
acquired distinctiveness. As in Dial-A-Mattress, it is not
direct evidence of distinctiveness. It only invites an
i nference of distinctiveness based on applicant's claim
that it has been using the proposed mark continuously for
five years. W do not find the inference warranted. W
al so do not find applicant's prior registration to
establish a prima facie case of acquired distinctiveness.
In Dial-A Mattress, the Federal Crcuit found two very
simlar menonic marks to be | egal equivalents. 1d. W do
not find the current applicant's previously-registered
menoni ¢ mark and its proposed mark LEMONLAW COM to be
| egal equival ents, and applicant has not pointed to any
decision finding a menonic tel ephone nunber mark and a
domai n nane proposed as a mark to be | egal equival ents.
Accordingly, we agree with the exam ning attorney's
concl usion that applicant has not shown that its proposed
mark, if considered to be only nerely descriptive and not
generic, has acquired distinctiveness sufficient to allow

it to be placed on the Principal Register.

21
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Deci sion: The refusals of registration, under
Sections 1, 2, 3 and 45 and under Section 2(e)(1), are

af firned.

22



